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|3 It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: 



I informed Amy Salmela that the Figures did disclose the claimed limitations, namely the discharge pressure port 
and the inhalation pressure port interconnected by a leakage passage (Claim 10) or the differential pressure port and a 
discharge pressure duct interconnected by a leakage passage (Claim 13). I suggested changing the Claims such that 
a differential port and inhalation port were connected as a possible solution. 

Amy Salmela informed me that Claim 10 need to be corrected; but that Claim 13 was correct and referred to the 
embodiment of Figure 8. I agreed with Amy Salmela that Figure 8 did show the inhalation and differential ports 
interconnected. 

Amy Salmela agreed to all the changes set forth in the examiner's amendment. 



